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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR LI 14 
1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.114, Applicant's submission filed on 5/1/07 has been entered. Claims 1-19, 21-24, 
26-28, 31-39 are pending in the application. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 35-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as containing subject 
matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the 
invention. 

Claims 35 and 36 are directed to a system comprising only a controller by itself and do 
not appear in combination with another recited element of means, a situation comparable to In re 
Hyatt. These claims are therefore subject to an undue breadth rejection, since it encompasses all 
possible conceivable means for performing a stated function. Therefore, the specification is non- 
enabling for failing to disclose all possible means for performing the stated function. In re Hyatt, 
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708 F.2d 712, 714-715, 218 USPQ 195, 197 (Fed. Cir. 1983). (A single means claim which 
covered every conceivable means for achieving the stated purpose was held nonenabling for the 
scope of the claim because the specification disclosed at most only those means known to the 
inventor.). When claims depend on a recited property, a fact situation comparable to Hyatt is 
possible, where the claim covers every conceivable structure (means) for achieving the stated 
property (result) while the specification discloses at most only those known to the inventor. 

3. Claims 1-19, 35-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant 
art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed 
invention. 

The specification does not disclose the controller is configured to identify the current set 
of native values as associated with actual events when the current set of native values and the 
prior set of native values are substantially similar. Therefore, the specification does not provide 
support for the limitation as amended in claims 1, 35 and 36. 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 35-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 
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Claim 35 is confusing since it is not clear as to whether applicant is trying to claim a 
message or a system. It is also confusing in that the controller has no relationship with the touch 
pad, it is not clear where are the current set of native values and the prior set of native values 
coming from? Are they related to touch pad event, button event, or event parameter? Are the 
values compared by the controller different from the touch pad event, button event, or event 
parameter? 

Claim 36 is confusing in that the controller has no relationship with the touch pad, it is 
not clear where are the current set of native values and the prior set of native values coming 
from? In addition, the terms "capable of also renders the claim vague and indefinite in that a 
positive recitation is missing. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 103 
6. Claims 1-13, 15-19, 21-24, 26-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bertram et al (US Patent No. 5,613,137) in view of Meadows (US 5,053,757). 

As to claim 1, Bertram discloses a touch pad assembly, comprising: a touch pad having a 
surface and one or more sensors (see Fig. 3) configured to map the touch pad surface into native 
sensor coordinates (see col. 20, lines 36-51); and a controller configured to define one or more 
logical device units (200, 206, 208, 212, 214, Fig. 4), receive from the one or more sensor native 
values associated with the native sensor coordinates (202, Fig. 3), adjust the native values 
associated with the native sensor coordinates into new values associated with the logical device 
units and report the new values to a host device (col. 20, lines 5-51), the logical device units 
associated with areas of the touch pad that can be actuated by a user (col. 20, line 62 to coil 21, 
line 10). 
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Bertram does not disclose the controller is configured to compare a current set of native 
values and prior set of native values and to identify the current set of native values as associated 
with noise events or actual events depending whether the current set of native values and the 
prior set of native values are substantially similar. Meadows is cited to teaches a touch pad 
similar to Bertram. Meadows teaches a touch pad with an adaptive filtering techniques having a 
controller configured to determine the rate of movement of a user's finger or stylus on the touch 
pad from a computation of a distance between the last reported touch location and the current 
touch location, and to identify the current values associated with noise events or actual event 
(col. 35, line 30 to col 36, line 68 for example) based on the computed result of the prior 
location value with the current location value. Meadows' computation is essentially comparing 
the prior location to the current location to determine if there's any changes in the locations and 
if there is no change or minimal change (i.e. substantially similar) than the result is determined to 
be noise, otherwise the result is determined to be an actual event. Thus, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the 
touch pad of Bertram to have the filtering feature as taught by Meadows such that the touch 
panel minimizes the effects of noise on touch location determination and to provide a touch pad 
device for locating touch on a touch sensing surface thereof with relative high degree of 
reliability and accuracy (see last seven lines in the abstract and col. 4, lines 34-37 of Meadows). 

As to claims 2-5, Meadows teaches a touch pad with an adaptive filtering techniques 
(filtering process). Meadows' computation for computing the distance between the prior location 
and the current location to determine the rate of movement, this is essentially comparing the 
prior location to the current location to determine if there's any changes in the locations and if 
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there is no change or minimal change (i.e. substantially similar) than the result is determined to 
be noise, otherwise the result is determined to be an actual event, which reads on the limitation 
as claimed. 

As to claim 6, Bertram discloses the native sensor coordinates (215, Fig. 4) comprise 
Cartesian coordinates. 

As to claim 7, Bertram discloses the native sensor coordinates comprise Polar coordinates 
(e.g. the regions 206, 208 are defined by a center and radius). 

As to claim 8, Bertram discloses logical device units (e.g. 215 of Fig. 4) comprise 
Cartesian coordinates. 

As to claim 9, Bertram discloses the logical device units (206, 208, Fig. 4) comprise 
Polar coordinates. 

As to claim 10, Bertram discloses the new values of the logical device units are reported 
in an absolute mode (see col. 1 8, lines 59-65). 

As to claim 11, Bertram discloses the new values of the logical device units are reported 
in a relative mode (see col. 15, lines 20-34). 

As to claim 12, Bertram discloses the new values of the logical device units are reported 
in a Cartesian absolute mode, a Cartesian relative mode, a Polar absolute mode or a Polar relative 
mode (see col. 18, lines 59-65; col. 15, lines 20-34). 

As to claim 13, Bertram discloses the new values of the logical device units implements a 
specific control function in the host device (see col. 23, Hnes 7-15). 

As to claim 15, it is noted that Bertram further discloses that the set-mapping-units 
commands allows application programs to define different units for the define-a-region 
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command, thereby allowing the operating system to support touchpad of different resolution (col. 
20, lines 36-40). Although Bertram does not specifically disclose the native sensor coordinates 
and the logical device units define a ratio between about 1024:1 to about 8:1, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have designed different resolution of the touch pad 
so as to create different sensitivity of the touch pad. Furthermore, it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the touch pad of 
Bertram as modified by Meadows to have the ratio as claimed, since it has been held that where 
the general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, discovering the optimum or 
workable ranges involves only routine skill in the art. In re Aller, 105 USPQ 233. 

As to claims 1 6, 1 7, Bertram discloses one or more touch buttons having one or more 
sensors, wherein the controller is configured to receive a native value fi-om the one or more 
sensors (see Fig. 4), determine a button status from the native value, and report the button status 
to a host device, the button status being used by the host device to implement a button function 
in the host device (see col. 23, lines 7-15). 

As to claim 1 8, Bertram discloses each of the logical device units represent a different 
movement direction on a display screen of the host device (see col. 17, line 65 to col. 18, line 
48). 

As to claim 19, Bertram discloses the host device comprise a media player (Fig. 1 A) 
configured to at least one of store and play media, the media comprising at least one of audio, 
video and images, the media player comprising a housing configured to support the touch pad 
(19, Fig. 1 A), a display (16, Fig. 1 A) configured to display at least one of text and graphics and a 
CPU (36, Fig. 1 A) configured to receive the new value of the logical device units from the 
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controller and issue commands based on the new value to other components of the media player, 
the commands enabling at least movement of an object on the display (see TABLE as Shown in 
col. 17). 

As to claim 26, note the discussion of claim 1 above. Bertram discloses a method, 
comprising: mapping the touch pad (Fig. 4) into native sensor coordinates (see col. 20, lines 36- 
51); producing native values associated with a native sensor coordinate (206, 208, 212, 214, Fig. 
4) when at least one of several different types of events occur on the touch pad, and generating a 
control signal based on the native values of the native sensor coordinates when a desired event 
occurs on the touch pad (see col. 20, line 62 to col. 21, line 10). Meadows teaches a touch pad 
with an adaptive filtering for determining whether the native values is associated with a noise 
event or an actual event, and filtering a noise event when the current set of native values is 
substantially similar to the previous set of native values, and passing an actual event when the 
current set of native values is significantly different than the previous set of native values (col. 
35, line 30 to col. 36, line 68 for example). 

As to claims 21 , 27, Bertram discloses the control signal includes the native values of the 
native sensor coordinates (see col. 20, line 62 to col. 21, line 10). 

As to claims 22, 28, Bertram discloses adjusting the native values of the native sensor 
coordinates into a new value when a desired event occurs on the touch pad, the control signal 
including the new value (e.g. absolute mode). 

As to claim 23, Bertram discloses the new value has the same units (210) as the native 
values (215). 
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As to claim 24, Bertram discloses the new value (206, 208,212, 214) has different units 
as the native values (215). 

7. Claim 14 is rejected under 33 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bertram and 
Meadows applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Matzke et al. (US patent No. 
4,736,191). 

As to claim 14, it is noted that Bertram as modified by Meadows does not specifically 
disclose the logical device units are angular Polar units distributed around the surface of the 
touch pad in a clock like manner. Matzke is cited to teach a touch pad device similar to Bertram 
and Meadows. Matzke further discloses that the touch pad includes logical device units are 
angular Polar units distributed around the surface of the touch pad in a clock like manner (24, 
Fig. 1). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have modified 
Bertram as modified by Meadows with the features of the angular polar units of the touch pad as 
taught by Matzke because Matzke provides the manner in which the sectors are arranged, the 
user can command movement of the cursor in essentially any angular direction rather than being 
limited to translation of the cursor in only certain angular directions, as is the case with 
conventional touch pad positions (see col. 3, lines 26-32). 

8. Claims 35, 36 and 38 are rejected under 33 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Yates et al. (US Patent No. 6,750,803) in view of Meadows. 

As to claim 35, Yates discloses in a computer system that facilitates bidirectional 
communications between a touch pad assembly (12, Fig.l) and a host device (20, Fig. 1), a 
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message from the touch pad assembly to the host device (see Figs. 3 and 4A), the message 
comprising: an event field identifying whether the message is a touch pad event (e.g. touch 
signal from the touch pad 28) or a button event (touch button 72,74,76)); an event identifier field 
identifying at least one event parameter (Fig. 4A), each event parameter having an event value, 
the event value for a touch pad event parameter indicating an absolute position (col 4, lines 12- 
14), the event value for a button event parameter indicating button status (Figs. 4A, 4B). 

Yates does not disclose the controller is configured to compare a current set of native 
values and prior set of native values and to identify the current set of native values as associated 
with noise events or actual events depending whether the current set of native values and the 
prior set of native values are substantially similar. Meadows is cited to teaches a touch pad 
similar to Yates, Meadows teaches a touch pad with an adaptive filtering techniques having a 
controller configured to determine the rate of movement of a user's finger or stylus on the touch 
pad from a computation of a distance between the last reported touch location and the current 
touch location, and to identify the current values associated with noise events or actual event 
(col. 35, line 30 to col. 36, line 68 for example) based on the computed result of the prior 
location value with the current location value. Meadows' computation is essentially comparing 
the prior location to the current location to determine if there's any change in the locations and if 
there is no change or minimal change (i.e. substantially similar) than the result is determined to 
be noise, otherwise the result is determined to be an actual event. Thus, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the 
touch pad of Yates to have the filtering feature as taught by Meadows such that the touch panel 
minimizes the effects of noise on touch location determination and to provide a touch pad device 
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for locating touch on a touch sensing surface thereof with relative high degree of reliability and 
accuracy (see last seven lines in the abstract and col. 4, lines 34-37 of Meadows). 

As to claim 36, note the discussion of claim 35 above. Yates discloses a touch pad 
assembly (12, Fig. 1) capable of transforming a user action into motion onto a display screen (20, 
Fig. 1), the touch pad system including a touch pad (28) whose entire touch sensing surface is 
divided into a plurality of independent and spatially distinct actuation zones (see Fig. 3), each of 
which includes a plurality of sensing node of the touch sensing surface and each of which 
represents a different control function (e.g. each section of the touch pad 28 is corresponding to 
the display icon on the screen 22). 

As to claim 38, Yates discloses the actuation zones are substantially the same size and 
shape and include substantially the same number of sensing nodes of the touch sensing surface 
(see Figs. 7 and 8). 

9, Claim 37 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Yates and 
Meadows applied to claim 36 above, and further in view of Bertram. 

It is noted that Yates does not specifically disclose each of the actuation zones are button 
zones that represent different movement direction on the display screen so as to enable joystick 
implementations, multiple dimensional menu selection. Bertram is cited to teach a touch pad 
device similar to Yates. Bertram further discloses each of the touch pad device units represent a 
different movement direction on a display screen of the host device so as to enable joystick 
implementations, multiple dimensional menu selection or photo image panning (see Fig. 2A). 
Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have modified Yates as 
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modified by Meadows with the features of the touch having directional control as taught by 
Bertram because Bertram provides a multiple functions touch device in addition to menu control 

10. Claim 39 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Yates and 
Meadows applied to claim 36 above, and further in view of Matzke. 

It is noted that Yates as modified by Meadows does not specifically disclose the touch 
sensing surface is circular, wherein the touch sensing nodes of the touch sensing surface are 
positioned at least angularly around the circular touch sensing surface, and wherein the actuation 
zones are positioned at least angularly around the circular touch sensing surface. Matzke is cited 
to teach a touch pad device similar to Bertram. Matzke further discloses that the touch pad 
includes the touch device is circular and the touch sensing nodes (e.g. sensors) distributed around 
the surface of the touch pad in a clock like manner (24, Fig. 1). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to have modified Yates as modified by Meadows with the features 
of the angular polar units of the touch pad as taught by Matzke because Matzke provides the 
manner in which the sectors are arranged, the user can command movement of the cursor in 
essentially any angular direction rather than being limited to translation of the cursor in only 
certain angular directions, as is the case with conventional touch pad positions (see col. 3, lines 
26-32). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

1 1 . Claims 3 1 -34 are allowed. 
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Response to Arguments 



12. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-19, 21-24, 26-28, 35-39 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

13. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Regina Liang whose telephone number is (571) 272-7693. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 8AM to 5:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessfijl, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard Hjerpe, can be reached on (571) 272-7691. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Regina Liang 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2674 
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